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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

In response to applicant's amendment received on 12/15/2009, all requested 
changes to the claims have been entered. 



Response to Remark 

Applicant amended the limitation "image reading report" to "diagnosis report. 

But in the disclose of Marshall et al, the review completion can be interpreted as 
completes reviewing and analyze the images and annotate them (col. 4 lines 1-7). 



Therefore, Marshall et al. teaches process a control of judging presence or 
absence of an inputting of a diagnosis report corresponding to the medical image 
displayed on said monitor, displaying an image for inputting an diagnosis reports 
corresponding to the medical image displayed on the monitor in case where the input of 
the diagnosis reports is judged absent, and restricting a change of displaying the 
medical image, in a case where the inputting of the diagnosis report is judged absent. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 



1. 



The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 
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The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

3. Claim 1 recites the limitation "the diagnosis report" in line 4. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1, 2, 9 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by US Patent 7,174,515 to Marshall et al. 



775); 



With respect to claim 1 , Marshall et al. teaches 

a monitor for displaying a medical image (Fig 2, ref. label 270, Fig. 7 ref . label 
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a processor configured to process a control of judging presence or absence of an 
inputting of a diagnosis report corresponding to the medical image displayed on said 
monitor, displaying an image for inputting an diagnosis reports corresponding to the 
medical image displayed on the monitor in case where the input of the diagnosis reports 
is judged absent, and restricting a change of displaying the medical image, in a case 
where the inputting of the diagnosis report is judged absent (Fig 2, ref. label 210, Fig. 7, 
ref. label 775 and 780, col. 15 lines 18-28, col. 4 lines 1-7, review completion can be 
interpreted as review and analyze the image and annotation is completed) and 

an input device for inputting an diagnosis report (Fig. 1 ref. lablel 160, remote 
viewing station, col. 4 lines 1-7, review completion that is indicated by the user) 
corresponding to the medical image displayed on the monitor on the basis of a user 
instruction (Fig 2, ref. label 270, col. 15 lines 18-28). 

With respect to claim 2, Marshall et al. teaches judges presence or absence of 
the diagnosis report corresponding to the medical image displayed on the monitor when 
the medical image displayed on the monitor is changed (Fig 2, ref. label 210, Fig. 7, ref. 
label 780, col. 15 lines 18-28, col. 4 lines 1-7, review completion can be interpreted as 
review and analyze the image and annotation is completed). 

With respect to claim 9, please refer to rejection for claim 1 . 
With respect to claim 10, please refer to rejection for claim 2. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 3 and 12 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Marshall et al. (US Patent 7,174,515) in view of Thirsk (US 2002/0099569). 

With respect to claim 3, With respect to claim 5, Marshall et al. teaches all the 
limitations of claim 1 as applied above from which claim 3 respectively depend. 

Marshall et al. does not teach processor requests the input of an diagnosis 
report, in case the diagnosis report is judged absent by judging means. 

Thirsk teaches requesting reveiw of an diagnosis report, in case the diagnosis 
report need by certain condition. [0034]. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to request reveiw of an diagnosis report, in case the diagnosis report need 
by certain condition in the system of Marshall et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that to make sure all 
images are completely diagnosed by request diagnosis report. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Thirsk with Marshall et al. to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 3. 

With respect to claim 12, please refer to rejection for claim 3. 

5. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Marshall et 
al. (US Patent 7,174,515) and Thirsk (US 2002/0099569) in further view of Taniguchi et 
al. (2003/0055317). 

With respect to claim 5, Thirsk and Marshall et al. teach all the limitations of claim 
3 as applied above from which claim 5 respectively depend. 

Thirsk and Marshall et al. do not teach expressly that measures a time elapsing 
from the display of the medical image on the monitor and judges presence or absence 
of an diagnosis report corresponding to the displayed medical image when the 
measured time exceeds a predetermined time. 

Taniguchi et al. teaches determining condition of displayed image based one 
time elapse and predetermined time (para. [0707]). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to determining condition of displayed image based one time elapse and 
predetermined time in the system of Thirsk and Marshall et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that predetermined time 
can be set so that system can take next action. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Taniguchi et al. with Thirsk 
and Marshall et al. to obtain the invention as specified in claim 5. 

6. Claims 6, 1 5 and 1 8 are rejected under 35 USC 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Marshall et al. (US Patent 7,174,515) in view of Jajubowski et al. (US 
2004/0062421). 

With respect to claim 6, Marshall et al. teach, 

a monitor for displaying a medical image (Fig 2, ref. label 270, Fig. 7 ref . label 

775); 

a processor configured to process a control of judging presence or absence of an 
inputting of the diagnosis report corresponding to the medical image to display and 
image for inputting an diagnosis report corresponding to the medical image displayed 
on the monitor in case where the input of the diagnosis report is judged absent, (Fig 2, 
ref. label 210, Fig. 7, ref. label 775 and 780, col. 15 lines 18-28, col. 4 lines 1-7, review 
completion can be interpreted as review and analyze the image and annotation is 
completed) 

an input device for inputting an diagnosis report (review completion that is 
indicated by the user) corresponding to the medical image displayed on the monitor on 
the basis of a user instruction (Fig 2, ref. label 270, col. 15 lines 18-28); 
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Marshall et al. does not teach input an diagnosis report which indicates absence 
of observation instead of an diagnosis report input by the input device or in case a 
predetermined time is elapsed. 

Jajubowski et al. teach generating an report which is set a warning flag, in case a 
predetermined time is elapse (para [0051]). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to generate diagnosis report, in case a predetermined time is elapse in the 
system of Marshall et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that to generate default 
report when unexpectedly long time elapes which means no report from user. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Jajubowski et al. with Marshall 
et al. to obtain the invention as specified in claim 6. 

With respect to claim 15, please refer to rejection for claim 6. 

With respect to claim 18, Marshall et al. teaches the diagnosis report inputted by 
the inputting step includes display time (col. 15 lines 18-28). 

7. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Marshall 
et al. (US Patent 7,174,515) in view of Taniguchi et al. (2003/0055317). 

Marshall et al.teach all the limitations of claim 9 as applied above from which 
claim 11 respectively depend. 
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Marshall et al. does not teach expressly that measures a time elapsing from the 
display of the medical image on the monitor and judges presence or absence of an 
diagnosis report corresponding to the displayed medical image when the measured time 
exceeds a predetermined time. 

Taniguchi et al. teaches determining condition of displayed image based one 
time elapse and predetermined time (para. [0707]). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to determining condition of displayed image based one time elapse and 
predetermined time in the system of Marshall et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that predetermined time 
can be set so that system can take next action. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Taniguchi et al. with Marshall 
et al.to obtain the invention as specified in claim 1 1 . 



Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
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TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to RANDOLPH CHU whose telephone number is 
(571 )270-1 145. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Thursday from 
7:30 am - 5 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vikkram Bali can be reached on 571-272-7415. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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